In this article we draw on research conducted in a British immigration removal centre to explore the affective nature of detention. We consider staff and detainee testimonies of their everyday interactions within the IRC as bids for recognition of social status in an institution characterized by uncertainty and diversity. In their accounts, men and women draw on gendered identities to make sense of others and themselves. Responses to status subordination in the IRC played out across a range of emotional responses, mediated and framed by gender. While these responses emerged in everyday interactions, the frustrations of life in an IRC, we argue, speak to much wider struggles over the status of immigrants in the UK, the confused and contested purpose of IRCs, and the widening of detention as a strategy of migration control; in short, to matters of living under conditions of mass mobility.
1 We would like to thank Jamie Bennett, currently governor of HMP Grendon and HMP Springhill who, while centre manager at IRC Morton Hall, originally volunteered the institution as a research site. We would also like to thank Karen Head, the centre manager of IRC Morton Hall during the fieldwork, as well as Alan Kittle, who was then head of the Returns Directorate at UKBA. We greatly appreciate the time of the staff and detainees who participated in the project. In particular, Marie Walker was very supportive and helpful during the fieldwork. The fieldwork was funded by a British Academy Research Development Award, while the writing up for Mary was funded under an European Research Council-Starter Grant, 'Subjectivity and Penal power in a Global world' and for Gavin by a Commonwealth Fellowship of the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade of the Government of Canada. The article has been improved by useful comments we received from Jamie Bennett, Emma Kaufman and Sarah Armstrong. This paper draws on research conducted in one British Immigration Removal Centre (IRC), Morton Hall, as part of a larger study of how people make sense of immigration detention (Bosworth, 2014) . Everyday accounts from staff and detainees, we suggest, are usefully understood as bids for recognition of social status (Fraser, 1999; 2007; Honneth, 2006) , as men (and a few women among the staff) struggled to cope with their experiences and to find common ground in a 'hyper-diverse' institution in which all members were marked out by varying degrees and kinds of 'status-insecurity'. Recognition concerns competing claims for social status, and is the pre-requisite for social justice (Fraser, 1997; 2000; 2003; 2007) . Misrecognition, in these terms, is the social subordination of one individual by another. When misrecognized, individuals of a given group are denied social status. They are excluded and "prevented from participating as a peer in social life [as] a full member of society" (Fraser, 1997: 113) .
Whereas academic 2 scholarship on the prison stresses the importance of relationships between staff and prisoners for maintaining order and securing legitimacy (see, inter alia, Liebling, 2005; Liebling and Price, 2010; Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2012; Crewe, 2009; Philips, 2012) , we know very little about how staff and detainees interact in immigration removal centres. In this paper, we argue that the concept of recognition has considerable explanatory power for understanding lived experience in IRCs. Recognition lies at the heart of people's search for meaning and sense of self, matters that are often under particular pressure in custodial environments where common sources of recognition are difficult to access (Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011) .
The detainees that populate IRCs are obviously status-insecure, confined and without clear legal standing in the UK. Yet, many claim an equivalent British identity, having lived here for a number of years. Some assert the ties (and legitimating effect) of work, pointing to their employment history and roles as taxpayers, while others appeal to affective bonds, mentioning their British relatives. Still others grapple with the stigmatizing effects of their time in prison, feeling they continue to carry the status of 'criminal' well beyond the end of their sentence (Bosworth, 2012) .
Perhaps unexpectedly, staff members are also status-insecure. They work for an austerity-hit prison service, where their job is increasingly vulnerable, in an IRC, where they are no longer technically prison officers. Unlike prisons, where the power of the officers is considerable and can shape prisoners' experiences of custody, the power of the detention custody officer is muted.
They do not have the same leverage over detainee behavior and (at least some) feel the erosion of authority keenly. The real decision-makers -the United Kingdom Border Agency (UKBA) case owners -are elsewhere, leaving detention custody officers uncertain both about the purpose and justification of their job and about their status and professional identity.
Citizenship has been a central concern in the struggle for achieving recognition in multicultural societies, (Kymlicka & Norman 2000) . This is the most obvious status claim on the part of detainees -their legal status in the UK.
On the part of staff, the most obtruding status claim is to recognition of their professional identity. In interactions, these pressing claims stand out against broader identity categories. In IRCs, staff and detainees turn to citizenship, race and gender as well as and other markers of identity in making sense of each other. This paper focuses on the way gender in particular mediated emotional responses to misrecognition and status subordination. Feminists, from a range of perspectives, have emphasized the salience of gender in terms of recognition (Fraser, 2000; Young, 1990) . In the IRC, for some, gender provides a means of challenging their stigmatized identities, for others it is a further barrier to recognition. As we will show, male and female officers must negotiate cultural and professional understandings of gender roles in their interactions with detainees. Detainees may emotionally respond to status-insecurity by asserting their masculinity as the one visible identity left to them, yet their identity may still be questioned by staff, many of whom had previous experience working in women's prisons.
Before exploring such matters, we outline the immigration detention estate and Morton Hall in more detail. We then provide three sections discussing status confusion between staff and detainees; masculinity, female officers and the role of banter; and gender and nostalgia among staff at Morton Hall. In the concluding sections, we tie our discussion into broader themes surrounding state power, immigration and how recognition and misrecognition in IRCs reflect questions of belonging, acceptance and justice in an era of mass mobility. One further unit, Torr, carries the name of the local aristocratic family who owned the original, long demolished, stately home from which the IRC takes its appellation. 5 In addition to observation and interviews, the research involved the distribution of a survey on the coping mechanisms and health of detainees as part of a bigger study, the results of which are published elsewhere (see, for example, Bosworth, 2012; Bosworth and Kellezi, 2013; Bosworth, 2014 ; On Morton Hall in particular, see Bosworth, Kellezi and Slade, 2012). clocked up 160 hours of participant observation. Over this time he conducted 32 in-depth interviews, most of which (24) were done individually. The remaining eight meetings occurred in small groups, the largest of which included four men.
IRC Morton Hall and Immigration Detention in the UK
In total 44 detainees consented to be interviewed. Participant information sheets were presented in all cases and verbal or written consent obtained. Most (25 of 32) were recorded. The rest were unrecorded but extensive notes were taken and written up immediately afterwards. All but one multiple-respondent interview was recorded. This unrecorded interview involved only two respondents. Interviews lasted from 20 minutes to two hours.
As well as many informal conversations, Gavin recorded interviews with 12 staff. Eight of these respondents worked inside the inner compound, seven as duty officers on the units and one as a diversity officer in the diversity centre.
The remaining four worked in the Welfare unit. One was at management level.
Five were men. All had experiences working on units; all had worked at Morton
Hall before it became an IRC. Gavin also spent time observing the day-to-day workings of the IRC in the grounds, around the staff offices in the residential units, in the library and diversity centre and the 'Hub' unit that contained computing facilities and the shop.
Status Confusions: Staff-Detainee Relations
The purpose and justification of IRCs is deeply contested. Whereas the state argues that such places are its right and obligation --a necessary part of border security, opponents emphasize their damaging effect, their arbitrary nature and their lack of efficiency in managing migration. Far removed from debates between policy makers and reformers, both staff and detainees are frequently unclear about the ambit of such places.
Detainees, unsurprisingly, are often bitter about their detention. Though some were aware their immigration status or crime rendered them subject to detention, few anticipated being sent to such an institution. Many arrive directly from having signed on as usual as asylum seekers, while others might have been taken in a raid when the UK Border Agency was looking for someone else. From the staff's perspective, few admit to aspiring to work in an IRC, and many are explicitly critical of them. Most fall into the job due to extraneous circumstances which, in the case of Morton Hall, was because the prison had 're-roled' only a few months before.
There is considerable confusion at the policy level as well as on the ground about the distinction between IRCs and prisons. In those facilities run by the prison service, such confusion is magnified. At Morton Hall, a large number of the detainees are former prisoners who committed offences that carry automatic deportation orders. Detainees generally felt that such men adjusted better to life in the IRC. However, many of them resented being seen as criminals now that their sentence was over. Denied legal recognition, detainees frequently attempt to assert a status as a kind of equivalent citizen (Bosworth, 2012 The responses of these two members of staff played on a familiar political discourse that stigmatizes and elides 'scroungers,' the unemployed, and foreigners. The message to T. was clear: as a detainee he simply had no right to expect comfortable quarters and decent food, even though such matters constitute the baseline for an adequate (decent) immigration detention system (HMIP, 2012) . 
' (R18)
The difficulty many detainees have in setting out a coherent and recognizable identity has implications for the institution as a whole.
Interpersonal relations are hard to forge with strangers. Under these circumstances, it is not surprising that staff and detainees rely on familiar tropes of race, class and gender, which intersect with discourses and expectations about citizenship and migration to make sense of one another and themselves.
Banter, Masculinity and the Role of the Female Officer
Like prisons, immigration detention centres are highly gendered institutions, in which, with some exceptions, 6 women and men are held separately, in single-sex environments. Sometimes gender can be a resource for detainees, a means by which to assert an alternative identity to that of a 'detainee.' In this vein, as in prison, a number of the men at Morton Hall spent considerable time working out in the gym, perfecting a muscular male physique. Physical exercise could also help men adapt to their new surroundings and fill their empty days:
'[H]aving been detained before, I immediately set about finding out those things that I knew made me comfortable there, and finding them here -finding a gym so that I would know that I'd be able to train and have something to do when I woke up…' (R32)
Gender relations were sometimes complicated by perceived (and actual) cultural and religious differences. Some variants of Islam and Orthodox Judaism, for instance, prohibit physical contact of any kind with a member of the opposite sex outside the family; believers cannot even shake hands. At other times there are different cultural expectations regarding authority. In a custodial environment, such factors are easily interpreted as questions of obedience and respect, particularly when detainees refused to talk to female officers insisting on male officers instead. British staff understood and managed these cultural differences through gendered expectations of their own.
Soon after it became an IRC, Morton Hall absorbed a number of male officers following the closure of nearby Ashwell men's prison, altering the gender balance of the staff. Despite his lack of experience working in an IRC, one of the new intake explained that he could work more effectively at Morton Hall than his female colleagues who had been there for many years, simply because he was a man. Where male officers see sarcasm and wit as tools for establishing relations with detainees, however much they backfire in the multicultural context of the IRC, for women the process of earning recognition and respect from the detainees can be difficult. Some female staff relied on banter to manage the men, but as one explicitly stated, they found it more difficult to govern men informally than they had women. There are no adjudications in removal centres, and while detainees can be segregated for failing to comply with detention centre rules, any such demand has to be agreed by the UKBA onsite staff. Detention custody officers have little autonomous power of their own. Instead, they rely on a range of soft, interpersonal skills such as patience and persuasion to defuse conflicts and convince detainees to obey. Under these circumstances, matters of recognition and the dangers of misrecognition are evident: people need some level of shared understanding in order to get along. Such questions are compounded in an institution where the staff are unsure of their own identity.
"We can banter with the cons they can get on better with us than with female officers. Most of them have no respect for women, in the beginning it wasn't working, you had them saying to you 'I'm not

'From Utopia to what it is Now': Staff Roles, Nostalgia and Gender
Staff expressed considerable ambivalence about their role as detention custody officers, 'mourning' 7 their lost status as prison officers. Like the detainees, they were often unable to understand the purpose of the institution and what they were doing there. As one female member of staff, who had initially chosen to go to Morton Hall to work with women, said: 7 This term was put forward by the former manager of Morton Hall, Jamie Bennett. 8 As an 'open prison', when Morton Hall held female offenders, it had very low security. Upon conversion to an IRC, new fences were constructed, and locks put on doors and windows. Even so, in the first year a number of men escaped.
Without the rationale of punishment or rehabilitation associated with prison, many seemed to be unsure whom exactly they were keeping in custody, their moral standing, and even the necessity of their confinement. (RS1). This wistfulness, longing for a community of women, reveals the gendered nature of recognition, in which our interpretations of others and our capacity to understand them reflects, at least in part, fundamental ideas about women and men. Given the local of history of Morton Hall, such matters were particularly evident, as the detainees were frequently compered to the previous female occupants. For some staff, the male detainees were feminized and even more needy than women.
' [I] The specific trajectory of Morton Hall as a former woman's prison shaped the everyday interactions of the staff and detainees, highlighting the salience of gender. In the transition to the IRC, the role of staff and their sense of self changed as they encountered an immigration system they found difficult to understand and a new population whom they struggled to recognize. For those officers who had worked in Morton Hall when it housed women, the loss of ties with the female prisoners was keenly felt. Gender, in this view, acted as both a source of recognition, and for some, a barrier to it.
Recognition, Justice and Sovereign Power
The one extant study of staff in an IRC, by political scientist Alexandra Hall (2010; , considers these places through the combined lens of Michel Foucault and Giorgio Agamben, as, on the one hand, sites of sovereign power and on the other, of exception. Hall found staff to be fearful of the detainees and contemptuous of their obtruding claims. Detainees appeared to be frustrated and angry. Only very occasionally, were the officers able 'to recognize the detainees -far from being wholly other, dangerous, threatening -as just like them (and vice versa)' (Hall, 2010: 894, original italics) .
Rather than viewing IRCs as places of exception we suggest they may be better understood as representative of the increasing insecurity inherent in an era of mass mobility. As others have observed, the Agamben (1998; 2005) framework obscures lived complexities and the connections between these sites and society more broadly (Butler, 2004; Rygiel, 2011) . In contrast, the concept of recognition draws out these parallels through close attention to the varied lived insecurities and status deprivations of detention as these relate to what both detainees and staff believe they can legitimately claim. The accounts in this paper of the detainees and staff demonstrate how life in IRCs is forged through everyday, affective interactions, in which people recognize, misrecognize, deny and accept one another as fellow human beings with legitimate claims to social status. The legitimacy of such claims rests upon appeals to culturally and socially defined standards generated within the society in which the IRC is embedded.
IRCs, this approach reveals, are tied to existing modes of cultural recognition and familiar structures of inequality. As such, analysis of these institutions can inform and draw upon wider political debates about belonging, justice and power in a global world.
Separated from family and friends, detainees must either find solace and self-determination within themselves or through their interactions with staff and other detainees. Yet, in the confused environment of the IRC, misrecognition of some detainees by staff, as representatives of the state, can subtly highlight the status insecurity of the detainees at a higher level in their relationship to the state, their claims to citizenship and their cultural belonging to the UK.
Concentrating on recognition and misrecognition in such an environment reveals a close relationship between power and affect.
In IRCs such matters are framed by the institutional lack of clarity over the purpose and effect of detention. Sometimes, staff and detainees found that their shared confusion was a source of recognition in its own right, as this staff member commented sympathetically: While many detainees desire and fight for recognition from custody staff, those who hold the power to grant legal recognition are elsewhere, in UKBA offices, visible just beyond the inner compound fence, or in central government buildings hundreds of miles away. For staff too, decisions about their official status are taken offsite. As these processes work their course separately from the participation of those inside the IRC, everyday interactions for both staff and detainees become a substitute arena for making status claims and searching for recognition. Yet, this arena is one populated by those who either fail to or cannot acknowledge or 'link up' with these claims. This is clearly a source of pain and frustration for many. It can also engender resistance; IRCs are volatile places where disturbances and escapes are not uncommon. Misrecognition then, is here both a cause of institutional uncertainty and its effect.
Conclusion
As institutions that manifest the state's unsure and anxious attempt to reassert sovereign control over territory and people, IRCs present challenges and insights into studying and understanding penal power in an era of mass mobility. Unlike prisons, which they so closely resemble, detention centres do not produce recognizable subjects. Whereas the goal and originating purpose of prison is to 'make sense of' (punish, reform, deter) offenders, IRCs seem designed to have the opposite effect, rendering those within unfamiliar. Detainees, their confinement attests, are not like 'us'. They are foreign, bound for and belonging elsewhere.
Their foreignness cannot be changed, no matter how long they have lived in Britain. They are always, already, different and unknowable, potentially a threat.
At the same time, however, removal centres are neither 'states of exception,' nor are detainees abject and entirely powerless. Notwithstanding their undeniably vulnerable status, many resist their detention and seek legal remedy. Some have considerable ties to the UK, which, under the Human Rights Act may suffice as grounds to remain. Others fail to produce travel documents, file judicial reviews, or refuse to get on the plane. Such strategies are time limited in effect and individually extremely distressing and demeaning. However, they have some success, as national statistics reveal that one third of the detained population is bailed or temporarily admitted each year to the British community.
Detention may be easy to implement, deportations and removals, however, are difficult to enforce (Gibney, 2008) .
In creating institutions where identity justifies and defines custody, the state has set itself an impossible task. Under conditions of globalization and mass migration, it is increasingly difficult to identify who among us 'belongs' or is entitled to stay. Considerable work in this regard has been created by housing detainees in institutions that look like prisons, since the stigma of such places attaches to them, reinforcing ideas of their dangerousness and threat. However, the appeal to the prison itself creates other problems as staff and detainees continually compare the two institutions and find IRCs lacking.
It would be naïve to suggest that detainees are able to succeed in their bids for recognition. Immigration laws continue to tighten. What these places reveal, however, is the link between penal power and identity. As this article has suggested, familiar beliefs about gender percolate through IRCs, intersecting with other tropes about race, class, and citizenship. In myriad everyday ways, staff and detainees grapple with such matters, as they sometimes recognize and other times deny one another. The institutional uncertainty of IRCs is extreme, and may, in time, reduce. However, as our social world is shaped increasingly by interactions with those who are both like and not like us, it is time that criminologists put the relationship between power and identity at the heart of their analysis.
